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REMARKS 

Applicants thank the Examiner and the Examiner's supervisor for the courtesy 
extended to Applicants* attorney and Applicants' assignee's representative during the 
interview held November 16, 2006, in the above-identified application. During the interview, 
Applicants' attorney explained the presently-claimed invention and why it is patentable over 
the applied prior art. The discussion is summarized and expanded upon below. 

The rejection of Claims 14-29 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as impatentable over U.S. 
4,484,924 fPfleiderer et aW is respectfully traversed. 

Pfleiderer et al discloses a process for producing unhaired, storable hides and skins, 
which process includes a short-term imhairing step, which is disclosed as permitting complete 
hair removal without appreciable dissolution of the keratin (column 3, lines 20-23). As 
Applicants' attorney pointed out during the above-referenced interview, Pfleiderer et al 
discloses further that for this step, alkalinization can be carried out conventionally, for 
example by means of alkali and in the presence of hydrated lime (column 3, lines 15-17; 
emphasis added), that various organic sulfur compoimds which cleave disulfide links may be 
preferably used (column 3, line 40ff), and that proteolytic enzymes, such as serine proteases, 
may be used (colimin 4, line 30ff)- Applicants' attomey emphasized that in Pfleiderer et al 's 
process, a deliming step is carried out after the short-term unhairing step (column 2, lines 30- 
31 and column 5, line 4ff). In the three examples of Pfleiderer et al according to their 
invention, lime is present in a concentration of 1 .5% or 2% during the unhairing step, a 
deliming step is carried out after the unhairing step, and either organic sulfur compounds 
(Examples 1 and 2) are, or an enzyme (Example 3) is, used in the unhairing step. As 
Applicants' attomey noted, there is no disclosure in Pfleiderer et al to employ a combination 
of an organic sulfur compoimd and an enzyme in the unhairing step. 
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In the Office Action, the Examiner finds that the use of lime in Pfleiderer et al is 
optional. In reply, the above-emphasized excerpt fi'om Pfleiderer et al makes it clear that 
conventionally, lime is used, and used in amoimts greater than the presently-recited 
maximum of 0.3% by weight. No non-conventional alkalinization has been disclosed. Nor 
would it have been obvious to combine the organic sulfur compound and enzyme in the 
unhairing step of Pfleiderer et al since Pfleiderer et al contemplates using either material, but 
not both. While Applicants vmderstand that Pfleiderer et al is not limited to their examples, 
nevertheless, the examples provide further meaning to the disclosure of Pfleiderer et al as a 
whole. When considered as a whole, Pfleiderer et al neither discloses nor suggests the 
presently-claimed invention. 

For all the above reasons, it is respectfully requested that the rejection be withdrawn. 

The rejection of Claims 14-17, 19, 21, 22 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over U.S. 4,278,432 (Monsheimer et al) . is respectfully traversed. 

In response to Applicants' previous arguments that Monsheimer et al 's method is 
limited to operation at acid pH, the Examiner finds that an acid pH includes any pH under 7 
and therefore, values very close to 7 must be included thereby, thus suggesting, presumably, 
pH values at and slightly higher than a pH of 7, which would thus be neutral or alkaline, 
respectively. 

In reply, it cannot seriously be disputed that acid and alkaline pHs are mutually 
exclusive, and one does not suggest the other. Even though the dividing line therebetween is 
technically a pH of 7, this does not mean that an acid pH suggests an alkaline pH, or vice 
versa. Similarly, acid and neutral pH are mutually exclusive, and neutral and alkaline pH are 
mutually exclusive. Moreover, Monsheimer et al directs persons of ordinary skill in the art to 
a pH in the range of 5-6.3 (column 2, lines 39-40), and thus away fi-om a pH of close to 7. In 
addition, Monsheimer et al discloses that alkaline soaks are not advised if keeping the hair 
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intact is desirable (column 1, line 5 Iff), which is a goal of Monsheimer et ah and thus 
Monsheimer et al teaches away from an alkaline pH. 

In response to Applicants* previous argximents that Monsheimer et al 's method is 
drawn to soaking, which loosens hair but does not remove hair (or other homy substances), 
the Examiner finds that the claims as previously drafted do not actually require removing 
homy substances, because such recitation only appeared in the claim preamble. 

In reply, it is respectfully submitted that the claims prior to the above amendment 
would have been clearly interpreted as requiring such removal. Nevertheless, the issue is 
now moot in view of the above-discussed amendment. 

For all the above reasons, it is respectfully requested that the rejection be withdrawn. 

All of the presently-pending and active claims in this application are now believed to 
be in immediate condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to pass this application to issue. 



RespectfriUy submitted. 
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